Purpose -The purpose of this paper is to address two major challenges faced by sustainable building owners: first, address the gap between an occupant's expectations of sustainable building outcomes and what the building actually provides and second, overcome the lack of user knowledge about sustainability design and operation for a particular with regards to performance. Design/methodology/approach -This study used a focus group approach to investigate the gap between: user expectations and sustainable building performance. The study surveyed occupants of sustainable office buildings in Melbourne, Australia. Findings -There is no significant relationship between users' expectations and users' experience of sustainable building performance and users' knowledge about sustainability and the building they were worked in. Research limitations/implications -The research was limited to sustainable office buildings. New office buildings seeking to incorporate sustainability which need to focus on the needs of tenants in order to maximise value. Practical implications -There is an urgent need to ensure sustainable office buildings meet the needs of present and future occupiers without compromising short and long-term occupier satisfaction levels with regards to sustainability and operation of the building. Social implications -Increasing the level of sustainability in office buildings has been a major trend over the past decade however the tenants need to be consulted in the postoccupancy phase. Originality/value -Little attention has been given in the property management literature to sustainable office buildings and value drivers. This is an original and innovative study, partly due to the recent developments in sustainable buildings.
Introduction
The uptake of sustainability in the built environment continues to increase as more countries and organisations seek to establish standards and incentives to promote sustainable building practice. Whilst there is an established body of knowledge about the technical aspects of sustainable buildings, there has been relatively little research conducted into the relationship between the architects (i.e. form) and occupiers (i.e. function) (Baird, 2010; Zalejska-Jonsson, 2014) . This is despite widespread acceptance the assessment and evaluation of sustainable buildings is the highly integrated result of interaction between the environment, the organisation or the individuals within them (Schwede et al., 2008) . The lack of research in post-occupancy evaluation (POE) is particularly relevant for the Australian marketplace which has been proactive in the promotion of sustainable buildings, arguably a world leader, although there has been research undertaken in other markets including Canada (Gorgolewski, 2014) , China (Lau, 2013) , Sweden (Feige et al., 2013) and the USA (Baird, 2010) . Since the social aspect is a major principle of sustainability, it is essential to understand the occupiers' perceptions and expectations of sustainable building design and advanced technology incorporated in buildings (Lau, 2013) . Sustainability has broad and different definitions due to varying perspectives in practice accompanied by human interaction. However it has been argued since different people and practices have different perspectives about to what extent sustainability meets their own needs, therefore no right or wrong opinion in sustainability actually exists (Kemp and Martens, 2007) . While there have been some rather varied and complex definitions, the most common mainstream definition is associated with the Brundtland Commission Report (1987) which defined sustainability as development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generation to meet their own needs. Sustainability was further conceptualised and expanded by Elkington (2004) with the development of three overlapping sustainable development principles known as the "triple bottom line" where principles of sustainability should be balanced and harmonised between the environment, the economy and the social values. The focus of this paper is to examine sustainability in the built environment with the primary focus on the human perceptions of occupants and their expectations of a sustainable commercial building; in this context a sustainable building is improves occupant health and performance, uses low energy and material consumption and encourages a healthy ecosystem. This paper undertakes a POE of the perception of tenants in eight sustainable office buildings in the central building district of Melbourne, Australia. The eight buildings were selected because of their varying sustainability ratings ranging from a 4 Star Green Star rating up to a 6 Star Green Star rating (see Table II ). The perception of occupants in each building were investigated where a POE provided an insight into the alignment between the original design prior to commencing construction and the post-occupancy level of tenant satisfaction. The findings will assist stakeholders associated with new sustainable buildings, especially architects and designers, to ensure future occupants content in the operational phase of the building. In addition there are indirect implications for maintaining tenant demand over the long term which is linked to the retention of market value of the property.
Previous studies into tenant satisfaction in sustainable buildings
A sustainable building is traditionally designed to incorporate modern and sophisticated attributes, using advanced and up-to-date technology in operational practices to substantially reduce or eliminate its negative impact on the environment and the building's occupants (Kohler, 1999) . Surprisingly there has been limited research into the postoccupancy experience of tenants in sustainable buildings in Australia, especially with relevance to human behavioural and social responses; this also includes the relationship between technological advances in sustainable building and how occupants interact and behave with these buildings (Wener et al., 2006) . A recent study in Canada examined four high-rise residential towers in Toronto, Canada (Gorgolewski, 2014) . The buildings all met the criteria for LEED Gold certified and were designed to perform better than standard high-rise residential accommodation in Canada.
The study involved 165 respondents and confirmed the four sustainable buildings did not always perform in the post-occupancy phase as originally designed. This study confirmed the use of a post-occupancy questionnaire was an important tool when examining energy use, indoor environmental quality and the overall satisfaction of these buildings where this information can be relayed to architects of next generation sustainable buildings. A Chinese study used a questionnaire survey to investigate the post-occupancy perception of 182 occupants of a building in Shenzen, China which was acknowledged as a high profile benchmark green building (Lau, 2013) . The feedback from the respondents was primarily related to the temperature levels of the building and the comfort levels of the occupants. It was concluded there were inconsistencies with the operation of the air inlets in summer and winter; at the same time there was a request for the intervention of the facilities manager. There were also variations observed in the indoor temperature levels which the occupants acknowledged was less than satisfactory. An on-line survey was undertaken in Sweden involved 2,113 occupants of 16 office buildings (Feige et al., 2013) . The survey participants completed a 170 question survey where a personal interview involving 60 questions was also completed by the contact person who conducted the personal tour of each building. The findings confirmed that specific building aspects have direct links with user comfort however interestingly have limited impact on productivity levels. It was concluded that occupants need to have an influence on their work environment and do not prefer to work in buildings which are fully automated. An analysis was undertaken of occupant satisfaction in the USA, centred on LEED certified higher education buildings at a nominated public university (Park, 2014) . The buildings in the study were all LEED certified for at least three years where an initial questionnaire of occupants was then followed by interviews with randomly selected participants. It was argued that a sustainability rating system such as LEED certification should only be awarded after a building's performance and interior environment has been reviewed post-occupancy, which in turn should assist in the production of "exemplary" facilities. It was proposed that a POE should be undertaken with new buildings despite the inherent barriers of cost, defending professional integrity, time and skills. An Australian study examined 5,000 self-assessments by building occupants collected in 48 surveys in office buildings between 2003 (Schwede et al., 2008 . Although the survey was not focused exclusively on sustainable office buildings, the post-occupancy survey referred to the perception of tenants about their accommodation attributes including layout, comfort, indoor air quality and individual experience. The findings confirmed that tenants are most satisfied immediately after occupying a newly constructed or newly renovated office building, however this degree of satisfaction then decreases over time. It was argued that highly satisfying workplaces can be implemented in office buildings but this requires careful design and consultation with prospective tenants. A comparative study was undertaken of occupants of green and conventional buildings in Sweden to examine the variation (if any) between their perception of these multi-family buildings (Zalejska-Jonsson, 2014) . A total of 477 responses were analysed where the occupants were either renter/tenants or owner-occupiers. The survey included 33 questions where the results confirmed the occupants were very satisfied with their apartments; it was concluded there was no statistically significant difference between the stated overall satisfaction of occupants living in either green or conventional buildings. It was also demonstrated that occupants living in green buildings indicated a higher level of satisfaction with the indoor environment in comparison to occupants of conventional buildings.
Dissemination of knowledge to tenants
The rising level of awareness about the growing environmental consequences of conventional buildings has been a catalyst for change in the global market; for example in Australia this included increasing the level of sustainability in the built environment (Wilkinson et al., 2011) . However the knowledge required to achieve sustainable performance enhancements has not been fully disseminated throughout the industry, being compounded by a "knowledge gap" which has occurred as critical knowledge of building design and operation as shown in Figure 1 . There are clear communication breakdowns between the people who are involved in the different phases of a building's lifecycle (Brown, 2009) . This is especially evident between the architects and occupants with reduced knowledge transfer and knowledge sharing, in turn which restricts the sustainable building from being able to take full advantage of its sophisticated design and advanced building operation system. Users' knowledge on sustainable building and its technologies affects an occupant's behaviour in a sustainable building (Knott, 2007; Stenberg, 2007) . Two main problems associated with the lack of a user's knowledge about sustainability design and operation with regards to performance are: first, lack of occupants' knowledge about environmental control and operation of the buildings' systems affecting the energy efficiency of the building as originally intended by architects and second, occupants' poor understanding about why the building was designed in a particular manner and how to operate the appliances of the buildings which impact on comfort and satisfaction levels in a sustainable building (Brown et al., 2009 ). 
User interaction with sustainable buildings
Occupants are the end-users of an office building and an important stakeholder in a building's lifecycle (Baird, 2010) . They can comprise of many different cohorts from varying demographic backgrounds with their individual views and perceptions. Therefore occupants are either feeling good, healthy and comfortable or alternatively are not when they are working in a sustainable building depending on their personal needs (Roulet et al., 2006) . Previous studies into sustainable buildings suggest a key aspect as a benchmark of sustainable building success is the occupants' satisfaction with the building design and performance (Maver and Petric, 2003; Zagreus et al., 2004; Edwards, 2006; Abbaszadeh et al., 2006; Brown and Cole, 2009; Hoffman and Henn, 2008; Peretti et al., 2010; Gorgolewski, 2014) . Since occupants can be satisfied or dissatisfied with sustainable building attributes depends on their personal needs, it is essential their wishes and demands align with what the building can actually offer (Meir et al., 2009) . Table I summarises the main criteria influencing user satisfaction in a sustainable office building where the level of satisfaction by occupants of a sustainable building has a direct relationship with occupants' job performance. It has been accepted that occupants who are satisfied with their workplace environment are more productive and perform better on their work tasks and experience a stable state of mind and body compared to occupants who are dissatisfied with their workplace environment (De Croon et al., 2005) . It has been accepted relationship between user satisfaction and a sustainable building depends on the interaction between architects and their building design philosophy around sustainable buildings and occupants (Weiss et al., 2004) . This interplay shapes the development of adaptation process between technology design and use. The success of the interaction processes depends on communication of knowledge and experience as well as social learning process between designer and user practice (Rohracher and Ornetzeder, 2002) . Table 1 . Criteria influencing user satisfaction in a sustainable office building Communication to building stakeholders A vital component of a successful sustainable building is the interaction and communication between the architects and occupants in order to communicate the intentions of the design, and how building operates in the post-occupancy phase to provide an enhanced workplace. An obvious inherent barrier in the communication phase is an individual's knowledge about sustainable building operation and their willingness to learn. In Figure 2 it can be noted there are several phases between designers and occupants; considerable information and knowledge loss occurs between the original design phase through the construction and operation phase and this has not yet reached the occupiers in the final phase. Occupiers are the fourth stakeholder in the knowledge cycle in Figure 3 although received minimal attention. There has been an increasingly focus on the loss of knowledge and the need to increase the communication and knowledge sharing between the design, construction and operational phases of sustainable development. However, there has been very acknowledgement of the occupier and their role in the communication and knowledge sharing process, which is vitally important as they are going to be the primary users of the building for the long term, and ultimately are the critics as to whether a sustainable building is considered a "success" or not. Communication between architects and occupants is imperative for the exchange of important information and knowledge sharing between these two groups in order to achieve occupant satisfaction during their occupation and use of the sustainable building. This requirement for an interactive learning process allows the architects to explain the motives of specific design or system applied on a sustainable building to the users. The users have the opportunity to provide the architects with information about their expectations and what they experienced with a sustainable building. It is necessary for a feedback loop and knowledge sharing process to be advocated between designers/architects and users/tenants as shown in Figure 3 . This will improve communications and discussions between the designers, building operation management and users, consequently this style of feedback communication and discussion would most likely improve the performance of sustainable building by increasing the understandings of the building design and style of occupation required for the building. 
Methodology
The office buildings selected for this study are associated with a range of sustainable building ratings and therefore this does not permit a statistical analysis of the differences between each building. The methodology was based on individual questionnaires and focus groups involving selected occupants of eight buildings located in the Melbourne Central Business District (Melbourne CBD) area where each focus group consisted of six to eight participants. The buildings were divided into five categories: premium building (Premium), design as a "sustainable building" (DFS), 4 Star Green Star Rating (4 Star), 5 Star Green Star Rating (5 Star) and 6 Star Green Star Rating (6 Star) and classified as office use. Based on this rating system produced by the Green Building Council of Australia (GBCA, 2013), a 6 Star Green Star rated building has been awarded the highest possible rating, then followed by a 5 Star Green Star rated building and so forth where Table II lists characteristics of buildings being examined. Based on the conceptual model presented in Figure 3 highlighting communication and knowledge between the different actors within the sustainable building design, construction, operation and occupation, the aim of this study is to investigate the gap (if any) between users' expectations and users' experience and identify the most effective medium for interactive learning process of architects and occupants of a sustainable building. An accepted approach to examining occupiers' experience and perception of their building in the post-occupancy phase is via individual questionnaires (Baird, 2010) . This methodology was adopted for this study and complemented with focus group interviews, where each focus group was held on-site in each nominated sustainable building. Whilst each individual questionnaire examined an occupant's personal level of knowledge and perceptions, the focus group sessions were able to determine the level of satisfaction and expectations of sustainable building occupants' with their workplace. This study was also designed to understand the relationship between the level of knowledge about sustainable building design and operating systems among occupants and the behaviour of, and impact on, sustainable building occupants. The questionnaire was divided into four sections commencing with section one seeking information about the participant's demographic profile. In sections two and three the respondents were asked about their perceptions and experiences relating to the interior aspects of their office building design, operation and appearance based on five key categories: first, thermal comfort and air quality, second, aesthetics, third, level of amenity and maintenance, fourth, personal control over windows, blinds HVAC and fifth, lighting and acoustics and finally, open space design and flexibility for a range of uses. A five point Likert scale was used to rank the levels of satisfaction and expectation from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) based on five key categories. Section 4 included questions about knowledge sharing and communication where respondents were asked to what extent their knowledge about office building design, operation and appearance affected their overall satisfaction with sustainable building performance. After completing the individual questionnaires the occupants then participated in a focus group discussion about their experiences in the building in relation to the intended sustainable performance of the building. 
Results and discussion

Demographic characteristics
The demographic profile of the participants was male dominated with 62.0 per cent male and 38.0 per cent female. The majority of respondents were aged 21-44 years (71.0 per cent) and the balance over 45 years of age (29.0 per cent). Approximately two-thirds of respondents (66.7 per cent) shared their office with other occupants. The proportion of respondents who worked in the middle of the building without outside view was lower (36.0 per cent) than respondents who worked in close proximity to a window (64.0 per cent). Most respondents (69.0 per cent) spent at least eight hours each from Monday to Friday in the building. The profile of the focus group participants is highlighted in Figure 4 . 
Occupant satisfaction and expectation levels with sustainable building attributes
In the Section 1 of the questionnaire the participants were asked to rank their satisfaction with 20 sustainable building characteristics using a scale from 1 to 5 (where 5 is the highest). The characteristics were separated into five key criteria:
(1) thermal comfort and air quality; (2) aesthetics, level of amenity and maintenance; (3) personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC; (4) lighting and acoustics; and (5) open space design and flexibility.
The results in Figure 5 confirm the expectations of the occupants were not met by their levels of satisfaction. Key criteria of sustainable building with the largest gap between occupants' satisfactions and occupants' expectations was personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC system (34.2 per cent difference). Lighting and acoustics highlighted a 25.8 per cent difference between users' experiences and users' expectations, closely followed by thermal comfort and air quality (25.6 per cent difference) and then design and flexibility (17.8 per cent difference). The smallest difference was between occupants' satisfactions and occupants' expectations with aesthetics, level of amenity and maintenance (14.0 per cent). Table III lists in order of ranked importance the issues experienced by the occupants for 20 attributes and variables linked to sustainable buildings. The occupants ranked control over ventilation in the office (1) and control over temperature in the office (2) as their most important concerns in the operation of the building. The occupants were least concerned about their building being tidy in appearance (20). Occupiers' satisfaction and expectation levels with sustainable building criteria Criteria 1: thermal comfort and air quality Figure 6 shows the gap between occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels for thermal comfort and air quality according to five building categories: premium, DFS, 6 Star, 5 Star and 4 Star. When questions related to thermal comfort and air quality are examined, occupants in 5 Star rated buildings have the lowest satisfaction level (57.0 per cent) with thermal comfort and air quality compare to occupants in other four building categories. Occupants working in 5 Star rated buildings also have the highest expectation levels (97.0 per cent) of thermal comfort and air quality compared to occupants in the other four building categories. The difference between occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels for 5 Star buildings is 40.0 per cent. The largest difference between occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels for thermal comfort and air quality returned a similar response for DFS buildings (39.4 per cent). Occupants working in premium and 4 Star buildings were the most satisfied with thermal comfort (17.8 per cent) and air quality (17.4 per cent) with the smallest difference between satisfaction and expectation levels: When responses relating to thermal comfort and air quality are examined in a 5 Star building, one respondent indicated they were "pretty well satisfied apart from the heating". On the other hand a respondent from DFS building said "I've actually got a little thermometer and humidifier reading on my desk and the temperature stays quite constant now as in over winter/summer it sort of varies from around about 20 degrees up to about 24, I think is the hottest I've seen but the humidity in this building goes anywhere from about 30% up to over 80% and once the humidity gets up around that, in that 70s, 80s, I don't know, it becomes very hard to concentrate and it becomes very easy to drift and the productivity, it might be just me, but I've just noticed that when it gets up to there, I'm starting to think I'm going home or if I can. I'm looking for other places. It just becomes uncomfortable". Figure 7 confirms that occupants in all five building categories experienced a high level of dissatisfaction with personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC (heating, ventilation and cooling) compared to their expectations. Interestingly there was little variation between the gap between occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels with personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC across all five building categories: Premium, 6 Star, 5 Star, 4 Star and DFS. Participants in all sustainable buildings were approximately 30 per cent or more dissatisfied. Surprisingly the highest difference was experienced by occupants in 5 Star building with almost a 50 per cent differences between the occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels.
When examining responses to personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC in 5 Star buildings, one respondent claimed "There's not a lot of control and I suppose it is important to the, you know, to your perception of the building how much control you get so I think I said to you earlier, while we were sitting outside, you know, it doesn't feel like a green star rated building in some ways. I wouldn't think of the building as a whole was a particularly green building. Out here, it's pretty green within this building but it's kind of minimal stuff, double glazing, black water treatment". 
Criteria 3: lighting and acoustic
Occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels with lighting and acoustic highlights a similar difference for occupants in 6 Star, 5 Star and DFS buildings (43.4, 31 and 37.6 per cent, respectively) as shown in Figure 8 . Notably the highest level of occupant satisfaction (16.0 per cent) with lighting and acoustic was experienced by occupants in premium buildings: A respondent in a 6 Star building claimed that "I find this building very dark and it is a little bit frustrating that all the columns seem to have been placed in front of windows and I also find this building quite noisy [...] lacking in total privacy. There's nowhere where you can go unless you go outside if you're having a private conversation and so you can't do that unless you've got a mobile phone". 
Criteria 4: design and flexibility
Occupants in all five building categories were generally satisfied with design and flexibility of their building. Figure 9 highlights only relatively small differences between occupant satisfaction and expectation levels for Premium, 6 Star, 5 Star, 4 Star and DFS buildings. The gap occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels regarding design and flexibility for Premium, 6 Star, 5 Star, 4 Star and DFS were 10.4, 26.8, 19.0, 16.6 and 27.6 per cent, respectively. One respondents said "I've heard one story that these ceilings were designed by the lighting engineers to do all their work based on a white ceiling [...] And when we, of course when we moved in and it's a grey wall so you don't have the paint surface interfering with the heat transfer, it is a completely different effect than what they modelled". This comment highlights a potential gap between the original intention of the architect in the design phase and the actual post-occupancy experience of the tenant. Another respondent claimed "when it was designed (the building) they've not looked at the practicalities of if it [...] just looks beautiful to look at". A respondent commented "you know, a maintenance issue with bearings and getting them to work and-and the wind, because I think they were being made out of steel, they were probably too heavy, so a combination of things just made them, they weren't ever going to operate as designed or as how it's thought out so we've locked them down" (Figure 10 ). Difference between occupiers' satisfaction and expectation levels The results in Figure 11 summarise the differences between occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels for all five building categories. Overall the occupants in premium and 4 Star buildings were more satisfied with their sustainable buildings compared to three other building categories where the difference was less than 30 per cent for all sustainable building key criteria. Occupants in premium and 4 Star buildings were satisfied with most key sustainable building categories except for personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC. The highest difference between occupants' satisfaction and expectation levels with sustainable building key criteria was for 6 Star buildings, then followed by 5 Star buildings. Occupants in 6 Star and 5 Star buildings were most dissatisfied with two sustainable key building categories: personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC system and lighting and acoustic. The difference between levels of users' satisfactions and users' expectations for these two categories was almost 50 per cent. It can be argued that occupants in 6 Star buildings are less satisfied with a higher level of technology and complex sustainable elements; hence occupants appear to prefer a "simpler ready to use" building such as premium building Table IV .
Occupiers' level of knowledge and interaction with sustainable office buildings
This research investigated the occupants' level of knowledge about sustainability and the difference between their satisfaction and expectation levels with sustainable building criteria. Most respondents had knowledge about their sustainable building and their workplace, where 88.9 per cent answered correctly about characteristics of sustainable buildings generally and 71.1 per cent respondents answered correctly about their own office building. The correlation analysis in Tables V and VI confirmed there was no significant difference between users' satisfaction and users' expectations based on the five key criteria of sustainable buildings and their knowledge about sustainability and their office. Occupants who are knowledgeable about sustainable buildings and their workplace were asked to identify the original source of information about sustainable buildings. The results in Figure 12 confirm that occupants received information about the building they were working in predominantly from friends and colleagues via internal communication and email. Signage, information boards and organisational announcements were the next most common medium where the occupant received information from. It should be noted that architects, either directly or indirectly, were less preferred by the occupants as a medium to receive information about their building. 
Communication
Regarding potential problems with the sustainable building design and operations system each respondents was asked to choose select their preferred contact being: the human resource department of their organisation, facility manager of the building they work in or architects who designed their building. As shown in Figure 13 approximately 58 per cent of respondents preferred to contact the human resource department with 36 per cent preferring to contact the facilities manager of their building. On the other hand, the architect who designed the building were not preferred by any of the respondents. 
Conclusion
This research investigated the gap between: occupants' expectations and the actual performance of sustainable buildings. The methodology was based on questionnaires and focus groups of occupants conducted in eight office buildings in Melbourne, Australia with each building designated as sustainable to a varying level. With all buildings located within the Melbourne central business district, this is a limitation when the results are being applied to other cities. The results of the focus group confirmed there is a large gap between occupants' expectations and experiences based on five key criteria related to sustainable buildings. Personal control over windows, blinds and HVAC was identified as the largest single problem faces by occupants. The results confirmed that occupants in 6 Star and 5 Star buildings have the lowest satisfaction levels with sustainable building key characteristics in direct comparison to premium and 4 Star buildings. Occupants working in 5 Star and 6 Star rated buildings also have the highest expectation levels of sustainable building key characteristics compared to occupants in premium and 4 Star buildings. Surprisingly the occupants in 6 Star buildings were only satisfied with the design and flexibility of their building. In contrast, occupants in 5 Star buildings were satisfied with the criteria of aesthetically pleasing, well equipped and well maintained. The largest differences was observed between occupants' satisfaction levels and experience in both 6 Star and 5 Star buildings where sustainable building key characteristics recorded a similar response to occupants working in a DFS buildings. In contrast, occupants in premium and 4 Star buildings were more satisfied with sustainable building characteristic in their offices. The results from this study proved that modern and sophisticated design and advanced building operation system in highly rated sustainable buildings were not performing as originally anticipated. In other words the occupants preferred to work in moderate and less complicated buildings. With regards to the initial research aims, this paper has identified the gap between occupants' expectation levels and experiences based on five key criteria related to occupant satisfaction levels in sustainable buildings. The direct policy implications are that rating systems for sustainable buildings should incorporate in-use criteria, rather than relying largely on design only criteria. In addition, architects and designers should undertake POE of all buildings to ensure the occupants are benefiting from the design aspects of sustainable buildings. This study confirmed there is no significant relationship between: occupants' expectations and experiences of sustainable building performance and occupants' knowledge about the sustainable building they worked in. Interestingly the majority of occupants were interested to learn more about their sustainable workplace and to be involved in the interactive learning process, especially to improve their knowledge about their sustainable workplace and to discuss issues about their sustainable workplace. However, there is concerns that a large proportion of the information received by the occupants was secondary information (i.e. via colleagues and friends) rather than from a direct source (i.e. architects and organisations). Surprisingly the architects were the least preferred contacts approached to discuss issues regarding their sustainable building.
